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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1,13, and 22 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

2. It is understood that the target datastore holds data associated with the 
datasource, therefore it also seems obvious that data in the target datastore would not 
be modified unless source datasource was altered. Consequently, first and second 
persistence models seem interchangeable at least until data is modified. The applicant 
is suggested to amend the claim language to clearly differentiate between those two 
rules. For instance adding clarification such as: pertaining both metadata and previous 
data changes made to the datastore despite of the new changes made to the linked 
source object , would clearly identify the difference between first two rules. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

4. The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
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directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

5. Claims 1,13 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Hurmiz et al (US Publication No. 2005/0108271). 

As to claims 1,13 and 22. Hurmiz discloses a method of sharing database 
objects between a source datastore (Figure 1 , element 107) and a target datastore 
(Figure 1, element 109), comprising the following steps: linking at least one object in the 
source datastore to an object in the target datastore (paragraph 45, lines 7-1 1 , wherein 
database 107 can not update or modify specific objects in the data records (109) unless 
the specific objects in those two datastores are linked and paragraph 84); specifying a 
persistence model for controlling how changes to the linked source object are handled 
by the target datastore, the persistence mode further comprising one of persisting 
metadata in the target datastore such that changes to metadata of the linked source 
object are not updated in the target datastore until object data of the linked source 
object is altered (paragraph 26), persisting both metadata and object data changes of 
the linked source object in the target datastore, and persisting neither metadata nor 
data in the target datastore such that any change made to the linked source object is 
propagated to the target datastore; specifying a refresh policy for refreshing information 
in the target datastore (paragraph 26, wherein database management system (107) 
controls the storing, retrieving and updating of data and metadata in database records, 
and all those functions are associated with a policy (i.e. how often data should be 
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updated etc)); and integrating data from the object in the source datastore to the target 
datastore (paragraph 26, lines 5-6). 

As to claim 2 , Hurmiz discloses the method further comprising the step of 
selecting at least one group of measures in the source datastore as the linked source 
object (Figure 5, element 503, 505 etc). 

As to claim 9 , Hurmiz discloses the method further comprising the step of 
specifying a filter for the target datastore (paragraph 9, wherein specifying who can 
access the datastore is considered a filter). 

As to claim 10 , Hurmiz discloses the method wherein the filter limits data 
accessible by the target datastore to data of a specified type (paragraph 9, wherein it 
can be specified what type of data each user has a permission to access). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hurmiz et al (US Publication No. 2005/0108271 ) in view of Le (US Publication No. 
2005/0076036). 
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As to claims 3, 4 and 21, Hurmiz teaches all the limitations disclosed in claim 1 , 
however he does not explicitly teach the source datastore and target datastore being 
OLAP databases. Le teaches system for updating multidimensional databases, 
comprising source and target datastores, wherein those datastores are OLAP 
databases (paragraph 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
during time the invention was made to use OLAP databases as taught by Le, as 
Hurmiz's source and target datastores, in order to increase the functionality of the 
system, for instance generating summary of data in the database. 

As to claims 7,8 and 18 , Hurmiz does not explicitly teach refreshing data each 
time data in the target datastore is queried or refreshing data whenever the specified 
time interval has passed. Le teaches the system comprising two databases wherein 
data is refreshed whenever a user access it and further the user naturally has control 
over frequency of access (paragraph 37). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art during time the invention was made to refresh data every time a user 
access data or refresh according to specified time intervals because setting refresh time 
policy is very well known in the art, furthermore in order to update data certain policy 
has to be specified so that the content of the database comprises the most recent 
information. 

As to claims 11,12 and 14-17 , Hurmiz teaches all the limitations in claims 1 and 
13 respectively, however he does not explicitly teach linked source object being a 
dimension or a measure group. Le teaches multidimensional databases comprising 
dimensions and measure group. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the during time the invention was made to use dimensions and group measures as 
taught by Le, in Hurmiz's source and target datastores in order to improve the 
information execution time. 

8. With respect to claims 16 and 17, Hurmiz teaches linking specific objects 
(paragraphs 45 and 84). 

9. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hurmiz et al (US Publication No. 2005/0108271) in view of Pasumanskv (US 
Publication No. 6477536). Hurmiz teaches all the limitations disclosed in claim 13, 
however he does not explicitly teach source and target datstores residing on two 
computers. Pasumansky teaches the network comprising the server and client 
computers wherein systems share common dimensions (Figure 3). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art during time the invention was made to place 
source and target datastores on separate computers to reduce the traffic to the target 
datastore. In other words since target and source would share some information 
(dimensions), all of the client computers would not have to connect only to the target 
datastore at all time, instead some of them could connect to source database. 



Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments filed March 4, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 
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1 1 . With respect to the applicant's assertion on page 7, fourth paragraph, wherein it 
is submitted that "While data management system 107 controls the storing, retrieving, 
and updating of data and metadata in database records 109(a) - 109(n), there is nothing 
to teach or suggest linking at least one dimension between a source datastore and a 
target datastore", the examiner disagrees. One of ordinary skill in the art would quickly 
recognize that source datastore (database (107) is a relational database (paragraph 
[0026]), connected to the database records (109) as indicated in figure 2 (i.e. elements 
107 and 109(a)-109(n)), thus there must be at least one object (entry) referenced 
(related/linked) between those two storages. Moreover, in paragraph [0047] it is clearly 
indicated that databases 107 and 109 both store data related and needed to organize a 
presentation (i.e. contain objects related/linked to each other). Furthermore, it is 
important to note that database 107 is responsible for updating, storing and retrieving 
data from database records (target), therefore at the very least the temporary link has to 
be created between an object in the database 107 and an object in databases 109, till 
that task is accomplished. Consequently, the examiner maintains that Hurmiz teaches 
"linking at least one object in the source datastore to an object in the target datastore". 

12. Furthermore, the applicant alleges also on page 7, last paragraph, that "Hurmiz 
et al. does not specify a persistence model for the "target datastore", let alone any 
options as to how data and metadata would be persisted in linked objects", again the 
examiner strongly disagrees. The term "model" is extremely broad. It could be equated 
to a representation of an action. So for instance a save or a cancel buttons could be 
considered models with respect to what a user desires to do with the data. For instance, 
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if a user modifies data and does not click save, the data will not be committed, 
otherwise it will. In the context of the prior art, Hurmiz teaches that database 107 stores, 
retrieves and updates data and metadata, so at the very least it represents a model for 
updating (i.e. not persisting) data in the target datastore (i.e. 109). Consequently, the 
examiner maintains that Hurmiz indeed teaches a persistence model. 

The Prior Art 

1 3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Wu et al (US Patent No 6981 114) disclose method of mirroring data 

between multiple datastores. 



Conclusion 

14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Inquiry 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Angela M. Lie whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8445. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

16. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571 -272-1 834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

1 7. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Angela M Lie/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2163 

/don wong/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
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